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ABSTRACT

This paper reports on the design, administration, revision and validation of
the Southeast Asian Summer Studies Institutc (SEASSI) Proficiency
Examinations. The goal was to develop parallel language proficiency
examinations in each of five languages taught in the SEASSL: Indoncsian,
Khmer, Tagalog, Thai and Victnamese. Four tests were developed for cach of
these languages: multiple-choice listening, intcrvicw, dictation and cloze test.
To maximize the relationships among these exzminations and the associated
curricula, the intcrview and listening tests were each designed to assess all of the
levels of language ability which are described in the ACTFL Proficiency
Guidelines from "novicc" to “advanced-plus.”

This study (N = 218) cxplored the scorc distributions for each test on the
proficicncy batterics for cach language, as well as differences between the
distributions for the pilot (1989) and revised (1989) versions. The rclative
reliability cstimates of the pilot and revised versions wese also compared as were
the various relationships among tests across languages.

The results are discussed in terms of the degree to which the scores on the
stratcgies here are generalizable to test development projects for other
Southcast Asian languages.

Each ycar sincc 1984, a Southeast isian Summer Studics Institute
(SEASSI) has been held on some university campus in the United States. As the
name implics, the purpose of SEASSI is to provide instruction in the “lesscr
taught” languages from Southeast Asia. In 1988, SEASSI camc to the university
of Hawaii at Manoa for two consecutive summers, Since wc found oursclves
with several language testing specialists, a strong Indo-Pacific Language
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department, and two consccutive years to work, we were in a unique position (o
develop overall proficicncy tests for a number of the languages taught in SEASSI
-- tests that could then be passed on to future SEASSIs.

The central purpose of this pap~. is to describe the design, production,
administration, piloting, revision and validation of these Southcast Asian
Summoer Studics Institute Proficicncy Examinations (SEASS!). From the outsct,
the goal of this project was to develop overall language proficicncy examinations
in cach of five languagces taught in the SEASSE: Indonesia, Khimer, Tagalog,
Thai and Victnamese. The ultimate objectives of these tests was to assess the
grammatical and communicative ability of students studying thesc languages in
order to gauge their overall proficicncy in the languages. It was decided carly
that the tests should be designed to measure all of the levels of language ability
which are described in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines from "novice” to
"advanccd-plus” for speaking and listening (see Appendix A from ACTFL 1986,
Liskin-Gasparro 1982, and/or ILR 1982). Though the ACTFL guidelincs arc
somewhat controversial (cg. sce Savignon 1985; Bachman and Savignon 1986),
they provided a relatively simple paradigm within which we could develop and
describe these tests in terms familiar to all of the teachers involved in the
project, as well as to any language teachers who might be rcquired to use the
tests in the future.

The central rescarch questions investigated in this were as follows

(1)  How are the scores distributed for each test of the proficiency
battery for cach language, and how do the distributions differ
between the pilot (1989) and revised (1989) versions?

3
(2)  To what degree are the tests reliable? How does the reliability diffcr
betweca the pilot and revised versions?

(3) To what degree are the tests intercorrclated? How do these
corrclation cocfficicnts differ between the pilot and revised versions?

(4)  To whet degree arc the tests parallet across languages?

(5)  To what degree are the tests valid for purposes of testing overall
proficiency in these languages?

(6)  To what degree arc the strategies described here generalizable to
test development projects for other languages?
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METHOD

A test development project like this has many facets. In order to facilitate
the description and explanation of the project, this METHOD section will be
organized into a description of the subject used for norming the tests, a section
on the materials involved in the testing, an explanation of the procedures of the
statistical procedures used to analyze, improve and rcanalyze the (ests.

Subject

A total of 228 students werc involved in this project: 101 in the pilot stage
of this project and 117 in the validation stage.

The 101 students involved in the pilot stage were all students in the SEASSI
program durisp, the summer of 1989 at the University of Hawaii at Manoa. They
were cnrolleg in the first ycar (45.5%), sccond year (32.7%) and third ycar
(21.8%) language courses in Indonesian (n = 26), Khmer (n = 21), Tagalog (n
= 14) Thai (r = 17) and Victnamesc (n = 23). There were 48 females (47.5%)
and 53 Males (52.5%). Thc vast majority of these students were native speakers
of English (80.77%), though thcre were speakers of other languages who
participated (19.3%).

The 117 students involved in the validation stage of this test development
project were all students in the SEASSI program during summer 1989. They
were cnrolled in the first year (48.7%), second ycar (41.0%) and third ycar
(10.2%) language courses in Indoncsian (n = 54), Khmer (n = 18), Tagalog (n
= 10) Thai (n = 23) and Victnamesc (n = 12). There were 57 fcmales (48.7%)
and 60 malcs (51.3%).

In general, all of the groups in this study werc intact classes. To some
degree, the participatin of the students depended on the cooperation of their
tcachers. Since that cooperation was not universal, the samples in this project
can only be vicwed as typical of volunteer groups drawn from a summer
intensive language study situation like that in SEASSL.

Materials

There were two test batteries cmployed in this project. The test of focus
was the SEASSIPE. Howcver, the Moden Langr:age Aptirude Test (MLAT),
developed by Carroll and Sapon (1959), was also administeicd. Each will be
described in turn.

Description of the SEASSIPE. The SEASSIPE battcry for cach language
presently consisted  of four tests : multiple-choice listcning, oral intcrview
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procedure, dictation and cloze test. In order to make the tests as comparable as
possible across the five languages, they werc all developed first in an English
prototypc version. The English version was then translated into the target
language with an emphasis on truly translating the material into that language
such that the resuit would be natural Indonesian, Khmer, Tagalog, Thai or
Victnamese. The multiple-choice listening test presented the students with aural
statements or questions in the targel language, and they were then asked what
they would say (given four responses to choose from). The pilot versions of the
test all contained 36 items, which were developed in 1988 on the basis of the
ACTFL guidclines for listcning (scc APPENDIX A). The tests were then
administered in the 1988 SEASSL. During 1989, the items were revised using
distractor cfficicncy analysis, and six items were climinated on the basis of
overall item statistics. Thus the revised versions of the listening test all
contained a total of 30 itcms.

The oral interview proccdure was designed such that the interviewer would
ask students questions at various levels of difficulty in the target language (based
on the ACTFL spcaking and listening guidclines in APPENDIX A). The
students were required to respond in the target language. In the pilot version of
the test, the responses of the students were rated on a 0-108 scale. On cach of
36 questions, this scale had 0 to 3 points (onc cach for three categorics:
accuracy, fluency, and mcaning). Onr the revised version of the interview, 12
questions were climinated. Hence on the revised version, the students were
rated on a 0-72 scale including one point each for accuracy, flucncy and mcaning
based on a total of 24 interview questions.

The dictation consisted of an cighty word passage in the target language.
The original English prototype was of approximately 7th grade reading level
(using the Fry 1976 scale). The passage was rcad three times (once at normal
rate of speech, then again with pauscs at the end of logical phrascs, and finally,
again at normal ratc). Each word that was morphologically correct was scored
as a right answer. Because these dictations appeared to be working rcasonably
weli, only very minor changes were made between the pilot and revised versions
of this test.

The cloze test was based on an English prototype of 450 words at about the
7th grade reading lcvel (again using the Fry 1976 scale). The cloze passage was
created in the target language by translating the English passage and deleting
every 13th word for a total of 30 blanks. The pilot and revised versions of this
test each had the same number of items. Howcver, blznks that proved
incffective statistically or linguistically in the pilot versions v ere ~nanged to more
promising positions in the revised tests (seec Brown 1988b (or niore on cloze test
improvement stratcgics).

As mentioned above, these four tests were developed for cach of five
languages taught in the SEASSL. To the degree that it was possible, they were
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made parallcl across languages. The goal was that scorcs should be comparable
across languages so that, for instance, a score of 50 on the interview procedure
for Tagalog would be approximately the same as a score of 50 on the Thai test.
To investigate the degrec to which the tests were approximately cquivalent
across languages, thc Modem Language Aptitude Test Was also administered at
the beginning of the instruction so that the results could be used to control for
initial differences in language aptitude among the language groups.

All of the results of the SEASS! Proficiency Educations were considered
cxperimental. Hence the results of the pilot project were used primarily to
improve the tests and administration proccdures in a revised version of each test.
The scores were reported to the teachers to help in instructing and grading the
students. However, the teachers were not requircd, in any way, to use the
results, and the results were NOT uscd to judge the effectivencss of instruction.
Tcachers’ input was solicited and used at all points in the test development
process.

Description of the MLAT. The short version of the MLAT was als
administered in this study. Only the last three of the five tests were administerco
as prescribed for the short version by the original authors. These three tests are
cntitled spelling clues, words in sentences and paired associales.

The MLAT was included to control for diffcrences in language learning
aptitude across the five language groups and thercby help in investigating the
cquivalency of the tests across languages. The MLAT is a well-known language
aptitude test. It was designed to predict performance in foreign language
classroom. In this study, the results were kept confidential and did not affect the
students’ grades in any way. The scores and national percentile ranking werc
reported individually to the students with the caution that such scores represent
only onc type of information about their aptitude for learning foreign languages-
1t was made clear that the MLAT does not mcasure achievement in a specific
language. The group scores, coded - ader anonymous student numbers, were
only used to make general observations and to calculate some of the statistical
analyses reported below.

Procedures

The overall plan for this project procceded on schedule in four main stages and a
number of smaller steps.

Stage one: Design. The tests were designed during Junc 1988 at the
University of Hawaii at Manoa by J D Brown, Charles Lockhart and Teresita

Ramos with the cooperation of teachers of the five languages involved (both in
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the Indo-Pacific Languages dcpartment and in SEASSI). J D Brown and C
Lockhart were responsible for producing a prototypes into each of the five
languages. J D Brown took primary responsibility for overall test design,
administration and analysis.

Stage two: Production. The actual production of the tapes, booklets, answer
shects, scoring protocols and proctor instructions took place during the last week
of July 1988 and the tests were actually administcred in SEASSI classes on
August §, 1988, This stage was the responsibility of T. Ramos with the help of C.
Lockhart.

Stage three: Validation. The on-going validation process involved the
collection and organization of the August Sth data, as well as teacher ratings of
the students’ proficiency on the interview. Item analysis, descriptive statistics,
correlational analysis and feedback from the teachers and students were all used
to revise the four tests with the goal of improving them in terms of central
tendency,dispersion, =="obility and validity. The actual revisions and production
of new versions of the tests took place during the spring and summer of 1989,
This stage was primarily the responsibility of J D Brown with the hclp and
cooperation of H Gary Cook, T kamoa and the SEASSI teachers.

Stage four: Final Product. Revised versions of these tests were administered
again in the 1989 SEASSI. This was primarily the job of H G Cook. A test
manual was also produced (Brown, Cook, LocKhart and Ramos, unpublished
ms). Based on the students’ SEASSI performances and MLAT scores from both
the 1988 and 1989 SEASSI, the mznual provides directions for administering the
tests, as well as discussion of the test development and norming procedures. The
discussion focuses on the value of these new mecasures as indirect tests of
ACTFL proficiency levels. The manual was developed following the standards
set by AERA, APA and NCME in Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (sce APA 1985). The production of all tests, answer keys, audio tapes,
answer sheets, manuals and reports was the primary responsibility of J D Brown.

Analyses

The analyses for this study were conducted using the QuattroPro
spreadsheet program (Borland 1989), as well as the ABSTAT (Bell-Anderson
1989), and SYSTAT (Wilkinson, 1988) statistical program. Thesc analyses fall
into four categorics: descriptive statistics, reliability statistics, corrclational
analyses, and analysis of covariance.

Because of the number of tests involved when we analyzed four tests cach
in two versions (1988 pilot version and 1989 revised version) for cach of five
languages (4 xS x 2 = 40), the descriptive statistics reported here are limiied to
the number of items, the number of subjects, the mean and the standard
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deviation. Similarity, reliability statistics have been limited to the Cronbach alpha
cocfficient (secc Cronbach 1970) and the Kuder and Richardson (1973) formula
21 (K-R21). All correlation coefficient: reported here arc Pcarson product-
moment cocfficients. Finally, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and
multivariatc analyses were uscd to determine the degree while controlling for
differences in initial language aptitude (as mecasurcd by the MLAT). the alpha
significance level for all statistical decisions was sct at .05.

RESULTS

Summary descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1 for the pilot and
revised versions of the four tests for cach of the five languages. The languages
arc listed across the top of the table with the mean and standard deviation for
cach given dircetly below the language headings. The mean provides an
indication of the overall central tendency, or typical behavior of a group, and the
standard deviation gives an estimale of the average distance of students from the
mean (scc Brown 1988a for morc on such statistics). The versions (ic. the pilot
versions administered in summer of 1988 or the reviscd versions administered in
summer of 1989) and tests (Listcning, Oral, Intcrview, Dictation and Cloze Test)
arc labeled down the left side of the tablc along with the number of items (k) in
parcnthescs.

TNLE 1: SEFEBIFE CSCRIPTIVE STATISTIT
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Notice that, for each test, there is considerable variation across versions and
languages not only in thc magnitude of the mcans bui also among the standard
deviations. It scems probable that the disparitics across versions (1988 and
1989) arc largely due to the revision processes, but they may in part be caused by
differences in the numbers of students at cach level of study or by other
- diffcrences among the samples used during the twa summers.

Table 2 presents the reliabilities for cach test based on the scores produced
by the groups of students studying cach of the languages. A reliability cocfficicnt
estimates the degree to which a test is consistent in what it mcasures. Such
cocfficicnt can range from 0.00 (wholly unrcliable, or incoasistent) to £.00
(completely reliable, or 100 percent consistent), and can tuke on all of the values
in between, as well.

Notice that, once again, the languages are shown across the top of the table
with two types of reliability, alpha and k-R21, labeled just under cach language
heading. You will also find that the versions (1988 or 1989) and tests arc again
labeled down the left side of the table.
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£RSL N e e = _— e e e me— ——— .-
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LisTer.Tg ] RS .e LD LRl <) A .8 .82

Tral 7t .e” .56 oS |7 L= i e .76 .S8 s

THetatioe L1 .80 L] .89 L .5 . R LL B
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Clore "=t ] N . o4 . [3:1% . .2 ] .Bo

PELIKD 1989

Lister:~q A a2 eT e &9 BN 81 .68 .Te El
b Oral Irtv .St .86 ) o7 .95 .90 .97 .93 .18 .72

Cictat:ion " .81 " .2 " <8 s .78 tt <1

Cloze Tst 77 .63 R 60 .96 .85 P63 .84 )

s Not calculated.
33 Not applicable.

As mentioned above, the reliability estimates reported in Table 2 arc bascd
on Cronbach alpha and on the K-R21. Cronbach alpha is an algebraic identity
with the more familiar K-R20 for any test which is dichotomously scored (cg. the
listening and cloze tests in this study). However, for any test which has a
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weighed scoring system (like the Interview tests in this study), another version of
alpha must be applied -- in this casc, onc based on the odd-cven variances (see
Cronbach 1970)

1ALE 3: SEAESIFE TEST INTEFCORRELAT IONG FOR EACH LANGARGE
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Intcrcorrelations among the SEASSIPE tests on both versions were
calculated using the Pearson product-moment correlation cocfficicnt for cach
language scparately (sec Table 3). A corrclation coefficient gives an cstimate of
the degree to which two sets of numbers arc related. A coefficient of 0.00
indicates that the numbers are totally unrelated. A coefficient of +1.00 indicates
that they are completely related (mostly in terms of being ordered in the same
way). A cocfficient of -1.00 indicates that they arc strongly related, but in
opposite dircctions, ic. as onc set of numbers becomes larger, the other sct
grows smaller. Naturally, cocfficicnts can vary throughout this range niom -1.00
10 0.00 to 1.00.

Notice that the languages are labeled across the top with Listening (L),
Oral Interview (Q) and Dictation (D) also indicated for cach language. The
versions (1988 or 1989) and Lests (Oral Interview, Dictation and Cloze Test) arc
also indicated down the left side. To rcad the table, remember that cach
correlation coefficicat is found at the interscetion of the two variables that were
being examined. This mcans, for instance, that the .54 in the upper-left corner
indicates the degree of relationship between the scorcs on the Oral Interview
and Listening tesis in Indonesian in 1988 pilot version.
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Following somec of the corrclation cocfficicnts in Table 3, there is an
asterisk, which rcfers down below the table to p < .05. This simply mcans that
these correlation coefficients arc statistically significant at the .05 levcl. In other
words, there is only a five percent probatbility that the corrclation coefficients
with asterisks occurrcd by chance alonc. Put yet another way, there is a 95
peicent probability that the coefficicnts with asterisks occarred for other than
chance rcasons. Those coefficicnts without asterisks can be interpreted as being
7Cr0.

Recall that, in ""able 1, there was considerable variation in the magnitude of
the means and standard deviations across languages and versions. Table 4 shows
the results of an analysis of covariance proccdure which uscd language
(Indonesian, Khmer, Tagalog, Thai and Victnamese) as a categorical variable
and MLAT language aptitude scorcs as a covariate to determine whether there
were significant diffcrences across languages for the mean test scores (Listcning,
Intervicw, Dictation and Clozc treated as repeated measures).

TARLE 4: ANALYSIS OF COMARIANE ADROSS REPEATED HEAGRES ( TESTS)

SOUE

BE TWEEN SLBIECTS

LANGUAGE 3197.197
MLAT (TIVERIATE) 25.014
SUBJECTS WITHIN GROPS  628%.642

WITHIN S RIECTS

LANGUAGE 715%.650
MLAT (COWARIATE) B80.913
SUBJECTS WITHIN GROLPS 504,443

*p ¢ .05

In Table 4, it is important to rcalize that the asterisks next to the F ratios
indicate that there is somc significant diffcrence among the means for different
languages across the four tests. This means in cffcct that at least onc of the
differcnces in mcans shown in tabie 1 is duc to other than chance factors (with
95 percent certainly). Of course, many more of the differences may also be
significant, but therc is no way of knowing which they arc from this overall
analysis. It should suffice to rccognize that a significant diffcrence cxists
somewhcre across languages. The lack of asterisks after the F ratios for the
MLAT indicate that therc was no significant diffcrence detected language

aptitude (as measured by MLAT) among the groups of students taking the five
languages.




Sincc analysis of covariance is a fairly controversial procedurc, two
additional steps were to'cen:

(1)  First, the assumption of homogencity of slopes was carefully
checked by calculating and examining the intcraction terms before
performing the actual analysis of covariance. The intcractions were
not found to be significant.

Sccond, multivariatc analyscs (including, Wilks' lambda, Pillai trace,
and Hotelling-Lawlcy trace) werc also calculated. Since they led to
exactly the same conclusions as the univariatc statistics shown in
Table 4, they arc not reported here.

Thus the assumptions were found to be met for the univariate analysis of
covariance procedures in a repeated measures design, anc the results were
further confirmed usiag multivariate procedures. It is thercforc with a fair
amount of confiderice that these results are reported here.

T8 E 53 oxmlummmmmm

TEST ST

Listening 5.2392
3.,4a00?7

4.%218

Jral intv . 13.9022
19.9919

12.2734

Dictation . %$.3573
4,2602

3.4499

Cloze Tst 12.1019
8.a894

&.9948

Onc other important result was found in this study: the tests do appear to .
reflect the differences in ability found between levels of language study. This is

an important issuc for overall proficiency tests like the SEASSIPE because they
should be sensitive to the types of overall differences in language ability that
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would develop over time, or among individuals studying at different levels,
Whilc this differential level cffect was found for cach of the languages, it is
summarized across languages in Table S (in the intercsts of economy of space).
Noticc that, with onc cxception, the means get higher on all of the tests as the

fevel of the students goes up from first to sccond to third year. The onc anomaly
is between the first and sccond years on the oral intervicw.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this scction will be to interpret the results reported above
with the goal of providing direct answers to the original rescarch questions posed
at the beginning of this study. Conscquently, the rescarch questions will be
restated and used as headings to help organize the discussion.

(1) How are the scores distributed for each test of the proficiency battery for each
language, and how do the distributions differ between the pilot (1989) and
revised (1989) versions?

The results in Tablc 1 indicate that most of the current tests arc reasonably
well-centered and have scores that arc fairly widcly dispersed about the central
tendency. Scveral notable exceptions scem to be the 1989 Ornl Interviews for
Indoncsian and Khmer, both of which appear to be negatively skewed (providing
classic cxamples of what is commonly called the cciling cffect -~ sce Brown 19884
for further explanation). It is difficult, if not impossibic, to discntangle whether
the differences found between the two versions of the test (1988 and 1989) arc
duc to the revision processes in which many of the tests were shortened and
improved. or to differences in the samples uscd during the two SEASSISs.

(2) To whal degree are the tests reliable? How does the reliability differ belween
the pilot and revised versions?

Tablc 2 shows an array of reliability cocfficicnts for the 1988 pilot version
and 1989 revised tests that arc all moderate to very high in magnitude. The
lowest of these is for the 1989 Indoncsian Listening test. It is low cnough that
the results for this test should only be used with cxtreme caution until it can be
administered again to determine whether the low rcliability is a result of bad test
design or some aspect of the sample of students who took the test.

These reliability statistics indicate that most of the tests producc
reasonably consistent resuits cven when they are administercd to the relatively
homogencous population of SEASSI students. The revision process appears (0
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have generally, though not universally, improved test rcliability either in terms of
producing higher reliability indices or approximately equal estimates, but for
shorter more cfficicnt, versions. The listening tests for Indonesian and Tagalog
arc worrisome becausc the reliabilities are lower in the revised than in the pilot
testing and because they are found among the 1989 results. However, it is
important to remember that these arc fairly short tests and that they arc being
administcred to relatively restricted rangss of ability in the various languages
involved. These are both important factors because, all things being cqual, a
short test will be less reliable than a long test, and a restricted range of talent will
produce lower reliability estimates than a widc onc (for further explanation and
examples, sce Ebel 1979; Brown 1984, 1988a).

Note also that the K-R21 statistic is gencrally lower than the alpha estimate.
This is typical. K-R21lis a relatively easy to calculate reliability estimate, but it
usually underestimates the actual reliability of the test (sce, for instance, the 1989
Revised Khmer and Thai cloze tests reliabilitics in Tablc 2).

(3) To what degree are the tests intercorrelated? How do these correlation
coefficients differ between the pilot and revised versions?

In most cascs, the corrclation coefficicnts reporicd in Table 3 indicatc a
surprisingly high degree of relationship among the tests. The onc systcmatic and
glaring exception is the st of coefficicnts found for Thai. It is important to note
that these correlation coefficients for Thai bascd on very small samples (due
mostly to the fact that students at the lowest level were not taught to write in
Thai), and that these correlation cocfficients were not statistically significant at
the p < .05 level. They must therefore be interpreted as corrclation coefficients
that probably occurred by chance alone, or simply as correlations of zero.

(4) To what degree are the tests parallel across languages?

The interpretation of these results is fairly straightforward. Apparcently,
there was no statistically significant diffcrence in MLAT language aptitude
scorcs among the groups studying the five languages. However, there was clearly
a significant diffcrence among the mean test scores across the five languages
despite the cfforts to control for initial differcnces in language aptitude (the
MLAT covariate). A glance back at Table 1 will indicatc the magnitude of such
diffcrences.

Onc possible cause for these differences is that the tests have changed
during the process of development. Recall that all of these tests started out as
the same English language prototype . It is apparent that, during the processes
of translating and revising, the tests diverged in overall difficulty across
languages. this is reflected in the mean differences found here. Another
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potcntial cause of the statistically significant differences reported in Tables 1, 4,
and 5 is that there may havc been considerable variations in ths samples used
during the two summers.

(5) To what degree are the tests valid for purposes of testing overall proficiency in
these languages?

The intercorrclations among the tests for cach language (sce Table 3)
indicate that modcratc to strong systcmatic rclationships cxist among many of
the tests in four of the five languages being tested in this project (the exception is
Thai). However, this type of corrclational analysis is far from sufficicnt for
analysing thc validity of thesc tests. If therc were other well established tests of
the skills being tested in these languages, it would be possible to administer
those critcrion tests along with the SEASSIPE tests and study the corrclation
cocfficicnts between our relatively new tests and the well-established measurces.
Such information could then be used to build arguments for the criterion-
related validity of some or all of thesc measurcs. Unfortunately, no such well-
cstablished critcrion measures werc available at the time of this project.

Howcver, there arc results in this study that do lend support to the
construct validity of these tests. The fact that the tests generally reflect
differences between levels of study (as shown in Table 3) provides evidence for
the construct validity (the differential groups type) of thesc tests.

Ncvertheless, much more evidence should be gathered on the validity of the

various measurcs in this study. An intcrvention study of their construct validity
could be sct up by administering the tests before and after instruction to
determinc the degree to which they are sensitive to the language proficicncy
construct which is presumably being taught in the course. I, in futurc data,
correlational analyses indicatc patterns similar to those found here, factor
analyses factor analysis might also be used profitably to explore the variance
structures of those relationships.
4 The point is that therc are indications in this study of the validity of the tests
: involved. However, in the study of validity, it is important to build arguments from
4 a number of perspectives on an ongoing basis. Hence, in a scnse, the study of
' validity is never fully complete as long as more cvidence can be gathered and
9 stronger arguments can be constructed.

. (6) To what degree are the strategies described here generalizable to test
development projects for other languages?

From thc outset, this projcct was designed to provide four different types of
proficiency tests -- tests that would be comparable across five languages. The
intention was to devclop tests that would produce scores that were comparable
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across languages such that a scorc of 34 would be roughly comparable in
Indoncsian, Khmer, Tagalog, Thai and Victnamese. Perhaps this cntirc aspect
of the project was quixotic from the very beginning. Recall that the process
began with the creation of English language prototypes for the listening test, oral
intervicw, dictation and cloze procedure. These prototypes were then translated
into the five languages with strict instructions to rcally translatc them, ic. to
make them comfortably and wholly Indonesian, Khmer, Tagalog, Thai and
Victnamese. While the very act of translating the passages in five differcat
dircctions probably affected their comparability across languages, they probably
remained at least roughly the same at this stage of development. Then, during
the summer of 1983, the tests were zdministered, analyzed and revised
scparately using differcnt samples of students with the result that the tests
further diverged in content and function.

We now know that the usc of English language prototypes for the
devclopment of these tests may have created problems that we did not foresce.
Onc danger is that such a strategy avoids the usc of language that is authentic in
the target language. For instance, a passage that is translatcd from English for
use in Khmer cloze test may be topic that would ncver be discussed in the target
culture, may be organized in a manner totally alicn to Khmer, or may simply
scem stilted to native speakers of Khmer because of its rhetorical siructure.
These problems could occur no matter how well-translated the passage might be.

Ultimatcly, the tests did not turn out to be similar cnough across languages
to justify using this translation stratcgy. Thus we do not recommend its usc in
further test development projects. It would probably have been far more
profitable to usc authentic matcrials from the countries involved to develep tests
dircetly related to the target languages and culturcs.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the tests in each of the five SEASSI Proficicncy Examinations
appcar to be rcasonably well-centered and scem to adequatcly disperse the
students’ performance. They arc also reasonably reliablc. Naturally, future
rescarch should focus on ways to make the tests increasingly reliablc and further
build a casc for their validity. Thus the final versions of the tests can be passed
on to futurc SEASSIs at other sitcs with some confidence that any decisions
based on them will be reasonably professional and sound. It is also with somc
confidence that the tests will be used here at the University of Hawaii at Manoa
to test the overall proficiency of students studying Indoncsian, Khmer, Tagalog,
Thai and Victnamesc. However, the process of test development and revision
should never be viewed as finished. Any test can be further improved and made

224




to better serve the population of students and teachers who are the ultimate
uscrs of such materials.

Onc final point me-t be stressed: we could never have suceessfluily carricd
out this project without the cooperation of the many language teachers who
volunteered their time while carrying out other dutics inthe Indo-Pacific Languages
department, or the SEASSIs held at University of Hawaii at Manoa. We owe cach
of these language teachers a personal debt of gratitude. Unfortunately, we can only
thank them as a group for their professionalism and hard work.
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AVENDIX A
ACTFL FRAFICIEPLY QUIDEL INES FORN SPUAKING A0 LISTENING
(ACTFL. 1986)

Generlc Descniprions-Spesking
Novie Tre *tnvne Meorl 4 chdractenized by the 3re 1y 10 COMMUNKCAIE MuAmaly with leasned mares 5

Nowice Low Ocal produenion costists of inofated words and perbaps a few tigh fiequenry Phidses £ rsentdtls na tus,
1onal communicauve abidity

Novie Mwd Qral producuion coniinues 1o eonnist of 1solated words and tearned phiases wittun very predictadlc arcas of
nced. although quantiy 11 increased Vocabulacy 1s sulfieient only for handicg simple, clemencary necds ary
caprenng hasic courieties Utterances raecly <ontit of more 1han two ¢ three wneds and thow freq.cni lryg
pauscs and repenition of inierlocuioc’s woids Speaker may have some difficully producing cven the simpiey
uticcances. Some Novice-Mid speakees will be underiiood only with gicar difficulty.

Novice-High Able (o 1wasusly pactally the of basic ve exchanges by celying heavily on learned ute
terances but occartonally expanding there through simple recombinations of their clements Can Atk Quetiions
ot make siatements involving learned matcrial Shows signs of sPontaneiry although this falls shoit of <3l

of cxp Speech 1 10 connist of leacncd uttceances sathee than of personglited, utus:
1onally adapied oncs Vocabulary centery on areas fuch as batic objects, placey, and most common kinthip
terms. Pronuncauon may sull be sirongly «afluenced by firse language Errots are ficquent and. 10 sfute ot
1epetition, rome Novee High rpeakers will have dfficulty being undersiood cren by svmpathenc imic'ouutsiy

tntermedlate The i dy keved is £d by he speaker's ability to;
—cteatc with the lang by binsng and 8 feamned clernents. though pamanly in a reacsine move,
—iniuate, mimimally sustain, and close 10 a simple way baic communicalive tatks. and
—ask and anieet QLoMIONS.

Inieemediate-Low Able 1o handle successlully a8 hmited number of intcractive, task Oncnied and socral suuattons Can ask and
answer questions, initiate 81d re3pond to simple siatements and maintasn face-10-(acc conversation. auhougn
1n 2 hrghly resiricred manner and with much linguistsc inaccuracy. Within these limutations, can cer(oim tuth
tatks a3 inttoducing scif. ordering 3 meal, asking dicections, and making puschases. Vocabulacy 18 adequaic
10 express only 1he most ekmentary needs Sicong mtcelerence (com native language may occur Mrfunderytand.
ings frequently acise, but with repenition, the Iniermediate-Low speaker can generally be undersiood by svm
patheirc interhocutors.

fatermediate Md Able 1o handle wuceestlully a varwty of d, tasc and tasks and socal ulvarars
Can talk s.mcly 850ut selfl and (smily members Can ask and answer Quettirons and Caricpate 'n ssmgle ==
ve’s4110ns 0N 10piCy beyond the most immeZiate ncedsi ¢ g, personal history and lasure ime activiirs .
terance kength incrcates stightly, but speech may <ommu< to bt charactenized by lrmuu\( fong pauses, sinic
1he 1mooth 1ncornocation of even basic ¢ 13 ofien hil as the speaker tirugg ¢t
10 create appropnate L forms P may 10 be sirongly influenced by fiest language
and Nuency may sull be sicdined. Although misundristandings sull aige. 1he Intcimediate M ipeaser can
generally be undersiood by symoatheuc interlocutols

Inermediaie Hegh Able to hardle fully most licated 1asks and social stuaniont Can 1nitiaie, vy
tan, and close a general Conversation =ith a number of sirategicy appropriale 10 a 1ange of Ccumstances
and (opm. bulmon are evident. Limited voubul.ry sull aecessiates heniation and may bring about shightly

Thece is '] aof d latly for umple narea
uon andsor dewripiion. The Iniermediate- High 1pcakeg can generally by undersiood even by anicriocuiors
not accusiomed (0 dealing with speakers o this fevel, but tepeiion may sull be required.
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The Advarced level 1s charsctenzed by the speaker’y atiitty 10°

—canvttye 1n & Clearly pariipatacy (athion:

—iniiate, tustain, and bung 10 cloture & wide vanety of communicanve \athi, including 1hase 1har requue
anincreased ability 10 coavey meaming with diverse &
turn nf events,

—sautly the 1cquiremcnts of whool and work siuatwons; and
~anrrste and descnibe with patagragh-lengih connected discourse

gics due 1a 8 comp or an uniaicsern

Adlbedt Anle 10 wanusly the requirements of cveryday Wuanons and routine 3¢ oot and waik requiremeniy Can han
Jie aah confudtacc but aat wah tacilny comptuated 131k s and unaal wuanons, such at claboesning, «oin-
plaseung, 204 apologizing Can ate and descnibe with wome detmite, inking Senicnces (Ogeiher \moothly
¢ an communiate facis and 1alk «asually about tupic of curcent public and pericnalinieres, vang genceat
v abulary Shurfourminge aan olten be «moothed over by commuaicanive weategies, weh as paune filfees,
uslling devices, 3nd difterent rates of speech Circuiniocution which afises from vouabulary of wyatsdn
fimuanons very ofien 18 quie wecestful. thaugh 1ome groping o words may sull be evident The Advanced
lesel speaker can be underviood without dilficulty by native interiocutars.

Advanced Plus Able 10 tatisly the requuements of 2 broad vaticty of cvctuday, whool, and work tuuations Can discuse
voncrcte topcs relaning {0 particulac interests and speauat ficlds of compeicnce. Theee 18 emerging evidence
of ability 12 support opinions, explain in detail, and hypothcuze The Advanced Plus speakee oficn -hows
2 =cli developed ability to compensate (or an impecfect grasp of vome (orms with confident use of ‘om-
municative stratcgics, such as paraphrasing and + D d {ary and intun on
are effectively used 10 ate fine shades of meanming The Advanced -Plus speaker oficn thows
cemarkable fiucncy and ease of spoects but under the demands of Superior lescl, comolex faske, 1anguige
may break dowa of prove nadequate

Superior The Supeitor level 18 characterized by the speaker’s abituy 10
~pamciprie elfectively 1n most (ormal and informal conversauons on pracucal, taqul, professional. and
abstract topres: and
— waport opimons and hypotheuze uting nat've hie thseourse srategies

Aupenor Able to speak the languige with sufficient Bcuracy 1o participate effectively 1n moyt format and informatl
conversanana On Pract social, professional, and abstract 0Dy, Can discuss spetial fields of competence
and intetest with eare Czn suppart opimons and hypothesize, but may not e abie 10 tarlo¢ language 1o
audience or dicuss in depth highly sosiract of unlamihiae topics. Usually the Supcnior level speaker s only
partially familiat with ceginnal or other dialectical varrants The Supecice fevel speaker commands 2 wide
vaniety of interactive st gies and $hows good awareness of discourse sicaregies The {aicer involves the
abiduy 10 distinguish man 1Geas from suppotiing information theough syntang, fenical aad suprasegmental
(eatures tpuch, stress, intonauon} Sporadic errors may oceur, pacticularly 1n low.{requency structures and
some cumpler high-(requency structures mote common to formal weiting, but no patterns of cror are e
dent Efrors do ot disturl the native speaker of intet{ere with communicatron

Generic Descriptions-Listening

Thesc guidctines assume thas all hstening 1asks take place 1n an authentic envifonment at a normal rate of speech uting standard
3t neat standard norms

Hoviee Low Undertanding 11 hmited 1o occanional wolated words, such 8t cognates. borrowed words, and high (ccquency
souial convennons Estentally o ability 10 comprehend even short ulterances.

Novice M Able to understand some short, learned utterances, parucularly where content strongly supports understand-
ing and 1peech is clcarly audible. Comprehends some words and phrases (tom umple questions, $1atements,
high-(requency 41 and courtesy [ iae sbout topics that refer to Basic pevsonal information of
1he immediate phywcal setting. The listener tequires ong pauses (or umilation and periodically requests
repctitton and/or & slower (31e of speech.
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Novwe High

Inicemediace Lew

In1cs rediaie hhd

{nicemediate High

Adranced

Adsanced Plus

Supenior

ADle 10 underiiand thort, tearned uticrances and tme wnience length uliccancets Paitvulacly whetr - nn
teal ttanngly sup(eit1t undervanding and ipwech o clearly audihle ¢ umqueheads woads and g

mnple o ) . hgh Lieq ¥y cantmands aed couriety faanulae Nay 1eq

rephrating and/os a slowed rate of 1pcech (or comprchenvuion

Able 10 understand sentence kngih viterances whih convivl of revombinanans of learneyd elemirt in 3 hmied
nuinber of coniern arcas, paniculadly iIf urongly supparicd by 1he titualional content Conrenr dclers 10
batic peesonal backgriund and needi. tocial convenions and rounine 101k, tuch as gering mesls 3nd re-cvaing
umpte wituciivns and dieciint L waening o pee b pUmArdy 10 ApaNNenuy Taie iy 1o

ny 1inderuianding v len yneven, repe and resarding may be netettdry Mnunigeri
bodh main 1deas and daiads anie Lregquenily

ARle 10 underwand centence lengih ier3nces whah contt of snombinanons nf learned uitecances 00 a vanery
af 1apes COmteal €Onfinues 10 teler Pomadady n haue reisanal background aud wceds, ural Conventmng
3nd snmewhat more complea 1a1ks, weh as lodging, transporiasrcn, awd sbopping Addinional content are iy
include some personal inteiests and activities, and a greares diversity of insteuctions and ducciions Listienuig
12144 A0t Only peclain 10 sponlancous {ace 10-(ace CONver12110ns bul al30 10 $hoel routine ielephone conversa
10N+ and 1ome deliberane speech, wch 2t uniplc 1anouncemenis and (cDOIL Over the media Undersianding
Lonlinucs 10 be uneven.

ANe 10 sustain undertanding over longee ficetches of eonnected discourse on & aumber of 10pKCs Pectaining
10 dilfceent 1imes and places: however, underitanding 1t inconsistent due 10 faluce 10 §0a3p man deas and/o¢
detaiis. Thus, while 10pics do nat differ vignificantly (rom those of an Advanced kevel isiener, comprehention
1t les v quantuy and poocer 1n qualiny

Able 10 undersiand man vdeas and most detals of conneeied diseourse on a varkty of Lopics beyond the im
mediacy of the nituation. Compeehention may be uneven due 10 & variety of inguistic and cateabinguing tac
1015, among which 10ps¢ (amuiliacity 13 very prominent These teats (tequenily involve destription and navnia-
11on 1n different 1ime (13mes OF a3PCcts, such as present, nOnpax. habuual. of imperfective Texic may iKlude
intervicws, sho leetures on familuac 10pics. and news nems and 1€pOrts ptimanly deahing we  .aciual inlee
manon Listenct v aware of cohesive devices but may not be able 10 use hem 10 100w 1he segquence of thougin
n an oral tear.

Able to undersiand the main ideas of most specch 1n 2 standard dialect; however, the liencs May not te
able 10 susain compiehenon in exiended diteourse «hich 13 propositronatly and hingus lly camples 1isienes
thows an cmerging reness of Culiurally imptied meanings beyond the surface meanings of 1he tear tur may
a1l 10 geasp sociocuburat nuances ol the mictaage

Able 10 understand the main «deas of a1l ipeech in a3 siandard dialect, icluding techncal diccusnonin a g
of speciahzaiion. Cin follow the esenuials of cuended discourte which 18 proposiionally and linguaicaily
complex, 2t 1n academic/professionat setungs, in lectures, speeches. and reports Lutiener showt some 29-
preciaton of aesthetic norms of 1arget | ol 1dioms, i 3nd registes shufung. Able to make
inferences within the eulturad framewost of the iatget fanguage. Understanding 11 aided by an awarencis of
I1he underlying organizauionat structure of the oral texr and includes K nsutvity (0r 113 s0<cial and euttucal 1€fercin ey
and 1 allective ovenones Raicly misundersiands but may not underitand excessvely capid, highty collpquias
1pexch or speech that has strong culiucal references

Able 10 undersiand all forms and niyles of 10cech pertnent to Peetonal, social and protesuonal needt tatored
to differert sudiences. Shows strong sentitivity to social and cultural references and aesihetic norms by pio
cesung language (rom within the cultural frame=ork., Texts include (heater plays. Kieen producuons. cditonais,
1ympo’ seademie debates. public poliey ttaiements, huerary readings, and most |okes and puns May have
dufficully wrb 1ome dialcers and tlang
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